THE NOT F=-QR l-l I RET ++Z2t 



Swid lattars and subs (in nultlpln of *i.OO) 29 July SS 

toi TNFH c/o Langl ay 

2296 Edan Roc Lan* «1 
Buruwnto, CA 79823 

Tha. Ngt Foe Hire la * littwxtni -for Dipdom. Tha pries la *l-00 
p w tiiui whsthar you writa a lattar or not. Lattara that run ovar f iva 
pmgas cost thai r Hrltara an axtra 4)1. OO for aach 1 ncr im a n t of f lva pagaa 
ovar tha baaa f iva. Court amy copiaa Mill ba tant to avaryofia aan tionad, 
«o you Mill ba axpactad to supply TNFH Mith an addraaa list o-f all thosa 
you may aant i on • 

Not qulta aa larga a turn— out aa X had suppaaad. On a parson in 
particular has gl van a strong nagativa raaction to tha concapt of 
pravanting his si da of things hara. Scmm of tha rast of you ara 
conctrned about Just how axpansiva court amy capias might bacoma. Tha 
plan wasn't to stifla discussion through aconomic sanction, but to 
ancourige discussion in a nautral forum. So, TNFH is calling a 
aoritoriua on charging for courtasy capias. It took affact thia issua 
and Mill stay in affact on an issua by issua basis until it is closad. 
It Mill ba in affact naxt issua. It Mill ba closad whan I faal that 
most of tha paopla aantionad harain ara tubtcribari or Mill navar sub— 
•criba. Whan I closa tha mori tori urn, I'll ba sura to glva you turning 
in X m.r-cja> lattars a month in advanca. 

Soma quastions hava baan ask ad about tha aachanica of TNFH. 

1) What Is odd— sizad papar? Anything much Mldar than 8 1/2 inchas 
is odd-sizad. Longar than 11 inchas I can cut to fit. Mida has to ba 
raducad Mith an antra copy stap, and so costs axtra. 

2) Why no paga numbars. Ah... ar . ..no amcuss. I'll try to put 
thaa in from now on. 

3 ) Do courtasy copias cost tha sama as ragular copiaa? That Mas 
tha original plan, and Mill ba tha plan again, one a tha moratorium is 
closad. 

4) Why Tha Not For Hira? Why not Just Not For Hira? * Tha Not For 
Hira' is tha naaa of Mark Twain* a rivarboat in Phil Farmar's Rlvar world 
books and I likad tha sound of it as Mall as what is maant. 

John Caruso has auggaatad Cin W/KK) that I will find it imposaibls 
to kaap adltorlal commants out of TNFH- Mayba so, Ma* 1 1 Just hava to 
wait and saa. If by that, ha maant this sort of thing, ha'a right. If 
ha maant an a war a to lattars, X Mill ba Mr i ting a 1 attar to TNFH mysalf 
naxt month. 

Book k asp ingi Total subsi 4122 

Dab it ad subsi a 14 apant 7/29/89 *1 . 03 anvalopas 

That laavas 912.97 to pay for printing and postaga this tima. 

This is baing tant toi Staphan 8. Oycua (10/9), Dick Martin (8/7), 
Bary Cough lan (29,8/7>, Chris Carriar dO/9), Conrad Minshall (3,4>, 
Malinda Hot lay (2/t), Paul Rautarbarg (3/4), Bob Olsan do/9), 
Ed Wrobal (9/4), Ban R. Schilling (9/4), Kathy Byrna (3/2), 
Nark Barch (16/14), Kan Paal (10/9), Stava Hut ton (c). Jamas Wall (c) , 
Tmrry Tall man (c) , Bill Highfiald (c), Al ax Lord (c) , John Caruso (c> , 
Larry Pwmry (t), Don Williams (s) , Rata Saughan (c) , Jim Burgass (c), 
Bruca L i nmay (c ) , Ron Can Brown (c) , Rob art Sacks (c). Rod Halkar (c>, 
Baorga Sraassla (c) , Stava Arnawoodian (s) , Conrad Von Matzka (c), 
Francina Byrna (c) , John Michalak! (s) , Bill Qui nn (BNC) 
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**imbmrn follOMing n*mam are sub Mount going in/coming out of this 
1 »»ua. (4/2) had four, now has twoj (c> courtesy copyi <a) samples 
<BNC> Bo#rd»«n Number Custodian) (t) Urry Peery is the only psrwm who 
ham avan- talked aw into an all -for all trad a. 

I almost forgot to aanti on the «n »n r to a question that wasn't 
asksd. If I find myself in the position of having to sand TNFH to 
paopls Mho I Ivs in the lanw houshald, 1*11 1 at thee shars a copy. 

Ona final nots, Steve Mutton is still in Europe, so don't sxpsct 
to haar frea hi a for a Mhila. X Mill continue to sand hi a TNFH until 
ha either responds or It is clear that he Mon't be responding. 



July 2 



TNFH /MODUS LRNGLEY 
2296 Ecfan Roc Lane #i 
Sacraatntoi CA 93825 

le Dipdoa declining? 

I really don't think Dipdoa is in a state of decline. 
For over a year, as I aa sure all readers of this sine knoM, 
there has been a conflict Mhlch has been quaintly referred to 
as a "feud" but Mhlch has aore In c oaao n Mlth a Mar. I am not 
a participant in the Feud/Mar and have no desire to, I find it 
FASCINATING to Match It froe a seat on the SO yard line, so to 
speak. (I sub to all zlnes Mhlch have had Feud/Mar eater lal 
in them on both sides, and have spent on the phone talking 
to a nueber of the parties involved to get their side of the 
story. In professional postal gaeing (Mhere aost of ay ex- 
perience as both player and Bfl is) the Feud/War Mould have 
ended up In a court a long tie* ago. 

I Mould even go so far as to say that the Feud Mas res- 
ponsible for ay entry Into the Dip hobby. I Mas on the phone 
to Terry Tall man one day in September 1984 about professional 
postal gaming and he mentioned that he put out an amateur dip 
zine. I sent for a sample, Mhlch contained some mildly inter- 
esting material, a humorous cover, but the best part of the 
zine Mas issue «1 of the subzlni BAD DOBBIE. The following 
m ask end I spent three hours on the phone talking to Terry 
about what Mas going on. Since then, X Mas able to get names/ 
addresses of other publishers on both sides, and it Mas 
through that that I Mas led Into the gaming aspect of this 
hobby, (which X enjoy in MABUS) as opposed to the feuding 
aspec t (which I enjoy In ... If 111 in the blank) > 




Chr is Car r ler 
1213 • Bt 12 
Sacramento. CA 9381 4 
441-0292 



June 27, 1985 



Dear Steve: 

I understand that you have a new open forum letter 'zine. Letter 
columns are just about my favorite part of 'sines, and the only 
suggestion I had to improve Magus was that you start one up. You 
are probably right that feuding is likely to take up a good portion 
of your 'zine, but I intend to do all I can to stay out of it. 

This letter has another purpose. It is to raise the issue of the 
role and future of Diplomacy World . As many people may know, I 
was for a time going to go on board the staff of DW in the position 
of publisher (a position now filled by George Graessle) . Over the 
last few months, I have been unable to keep up with the committments 
I now have, and I realized that it would be irresponsible to take 
on such role at this time. 

But while I was preparing to become the third person in the 
troika, I was privy to a great deal of inside information on the 
status of DW . I know that many people have been disturbed by 
the long delay in getting out an issue of DW that is now over 
nine months late. (That issue, by the way, iB now out.) From the 
inside, however, I learned much about a part of the problem. Of 
course, most of the delay had to do with the partial burn— out of 
its editor. Rod Walker. Quite a few other factors also conspired 
to add to that massive delay. A deeper problem exists, though, 
which compounded all of the other problems: technically speaking, 
DW is not solvent. 

So what, one might ask? No 'zine is really solvent. All pubbers 
pay a part of their publishing costs out of their own pockets. Not 
being solvent with a sub list of 400, however, is a whole different 
world from not being solvent with a sub list of 40. Over the past 
few years — ever since DW passed from the stewardship of Walt 
Buchanan, really -- DW has had hundreds of dollars of uncovered 
sub obligations. What this functionally has meant, is that DW has 
managed to function from issue to issue only on the cash flow of 
re-subs and new subscriptions. 

When I was in California over the Christmas and New Year holidays 
(you remember, when I hitched a ride up Sacto-way) , I had the 
pleasure to meet that old time goldenager, Conrad von Metzke . We 
talked some about his editorship of DW (he was the first editor 
after Walt Buchanan) , and found out that when Walt passed DW on to 
him, he did so with no accompanying funds at all . Ever since then, 
DW has had an extremely tenuous existance, with no one but the 
editors and a handful of others aware of it. 

I think that it might very well be a good topic of discussion to 
consider whether a central clearinghouse-type 'zine such as DW, 
and if so, what its role should be. Does it contribute to our 
sense of community? is it valuable to the ^WVHM cohesion of 
our hobby? There are many more questions and issues that might be 
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discussed, of course. If half of our hobby subscribes to DW 
because they think it is important, however, they should also 
recognize the continued tenuousneas of its existance. The part of 
the fake Zamainia (or whatever it was called) that someone did of 
Rod Walker upset some because in it Rod supposedly said that he was 
folding DW and that there could be no refunds. If DW were to fold 
in its current condition, however, it probably could~~ not return 
more than a few cents on the dollar because of the deep— seated 
deficit of the ' zine ever since Buchanan passed on the name without 
the money. 

Along this line of thought, if something like DW is important, 
perhaps we as a hobby should consider at some point taking action 
to ensure its financial ability to continue. And if such an effort 
were ever to take place, obvously DW would become extremely 
endebted to the hobby-at- large , and would logically become a genuine 
hobby service. But what does it serve? What is its unique 
feature? How would the relief money be handled, or controled, and 
how would the hobby maintain its presence. Should the hobby 
establish a revolving and voluntary governing board such as the 
Dipcon committee? 

Anyway, these are just a bunch of ideas I thought I would throw 
out for discussion. X am genuinely undecided on most of them, but 
I thought it would be interesting to hear what other people have 
to say. But this this should do it for now. I'm looking forward 
to a lively, and I seriously hope not heavily feuding, open forum 
'zine. I will have more to say on this and other issues, I hope, 
next month... or whenever. 




17 July 85 

Dear S t eve , 

I r«ctivtd your mulling of THE NOT FOR HIRE. Sine* Mr. Lindtty 
has made public utt of my reply to the enclosed copy o-f his postcard 
and since there is * public issue as to the message on this postcard, 
1 no longer feel obligated to honor Mr. lindsey's 'off the record 
label . It is true that there was no phone call demanding that I put 
in writing my stance on the Runestone Poll 'boycott . As you can see 
he solicited my c-on-f i mat i on or denial concerning Mr. Meinel's 
alleged list o-f publishers voicing disapproval o-f his participation. 
Whether or not such a list existed, or whether or not I was on such a 
list, I do not Know. Bruce let it be known by quoting my reply in a 
circular that I did not disapprove o-f his participation. This does 
not mean that I gave him my endorsement. 

This matter has resulted in several inquiries regarding Bruce s 
al 1 eged ' demand ' . First, Steve Hu t ton < or someone cl aiming to be) 
c a 1 led me to ask i-f the phone call s t or y was true or not. I told 
this person that there was no phone call and that I had received a 
written request. I did not -feel that Bruce demanded' a reply. 
Some might argue that by claiming I was on the 'Meinel List' Bruce 
was using coercion. However he would have received very much the 
same reply if he had asked the question 'Do you or do you not 
disapprove of my position on the Runestone Poll? A short time later 
Ken Peel < or someone claiming to be > called for a confirmation or 
denial of the same phone ca.11 from Bruce. I gave this person the 
same reply. However, Ken claimed to be the publisher in question 
and requested a copy of the postcard. I promised him I would send 
it. These two calls occurred before Steve Hutton published the 
NO FIXED ADDRESS issue which continued the denial of the 'phone call 
demand' story. I mentally noted that no mention was made of the 
written request. Due to the success of my business, the demands of 
getting EVERYTHING published and the disarray of my DIPLOMACY files 
I was unable to locate the postcard until late June. Soon afterward 
I sent Ken Peel a copy. Several days later, I received a letter 
from Mark Bench asking for an answer to this question, 'is it 
accurate to sav that Bruce wrote Bill Quinn demanding that he- put 




, n writing to him that he will in no way take part in tha Runt*tont 
Poll 'boycott'?'. No, it is not accurata to aay that. As t stated 
before, Bruct wan tad a rtply to whether or not I , as publisher of 
EVERYTHING, actively and knowingly was participating in Jin Mainal's 
list of publishar* voicing disapproval of Bruca's position on tha 
Runastona Poll. I itnt Mark Barch a copy of tha postcard to clarify 
tha situation. Bacausa you have an tar ad tha controvtriy yourself, I 
have sant you a copy also. 

In this war of words, thtri art many truths, half truths, and 
twistad truths. In this tangla, I cannot say that Steve Hutton's 
omit tad truth constitutas a lia. AM sidas < how many ara thtrt?) 
usa thair words, and other's words to fual their propaganda machines. 
1 would like to see the machines halt due to a lack of fuel. 
Unfortunately, these propaganda machines seem to have solved the 
problem of perpetual motion. 



Yours , 




Bill Qui nn 



CCi Steve Hutton 
Bruce Lirrsey 
Ken Peel 
Mark Barch 



Off tha xeoojfd 
Dear Bill,' 



.i ' 



It ha* recently come to my attention that 
has included you on a Xiat of publishers 
disapproval atTay taking over anl 



1/13/65. 



Jim Melnel | 
have ajcpDraseaO) 

_ _ „ tha Runestone i 'Hi , 

Poll . Before- coanen ting to anyone else about thla, I'd ' i ^ 
Ilka to hear froa you directly whether thla la the caaei 
you at any tine sent Ion thla to Jim or anyone alee? I'd. 



Llehera Mho. 
running ttM 




i 



a "dispute" 

doa*t think the 
THeue 



to Langl*/*) Hear froa you aoon^ I hope, | 



did. 

UAL, 



>a you directly whether: thla la the 1 
aentlon thla to Jla or anyone alee? 
appreciate It If you could reply soon. f 

I will have little to aay in response to Steve Hutton 
oonment* about your attack on a* In Everything . While Staved 
la in ay opinion right on tha mark, I do hot wlah to purau* 
of any aor-t with you. By the' aaa* token, I 1 \ 
hobby la going to bs welL earved if you 
a dispute with *e. (and >j»a. I did see your letta* 



July 15. 1985 



Dear Bruce i 

Regarding the "Cream Shall Rise" sine* page 5 <f « 

1) The JSR was indeed a fiasco. How overdue was it? What explanations 
ware given by the so-called custodian for the lateness. .. before he 
finally got the product out? How Many tines did I write and still 
not have an answer to any of the questions or comments or protests 
that I made? How many other people were ignored? The 2R was not 

a smashing success. It was grossly late and, in some cases* com- 
pletely inaccurate. The product is defective and useless, The 
custodian is arrogant. The ZR is a fiasco. 

2) REBEL, as you seem to have difficulty in understanding, is my. pub- 
lication. It is not anyone elsete. Therefore, I made the decision 
of what gets plugged in my, sine and what doesn't. Since the RP 
received wide-spread notice in other (larger) sines, I don't think 
anyone suffered from the RP not being p&ugged in REBEL. • .except for 
those who feel my. sine should serve the purpose of others. 

3) You disallow votes you don't like. This is because you discount 
XJt of the votes. How do you know that person voting low for Zine 
X voted that way because the voter did not like the ^publisher? 
Perhaps they didn't like the format of the sine, the sine spent 
too much time on variants, the sine didn't spend enough time on 
variants, the sine spent too much time on feuding, the sine didn't 
have enough letter columns or articles, etc. This is only a sam- 
ple of reasons a voter might give a sine a low vote. A person's 

— vo-te -reflects how they feel about - a certain sine. ^ Perhaps -the vo- 
ter is in the minority. Does that make his vote any less valid? 
You arbitrarily decide that a low vote means the voter dislikes 
the publisher. How do you know this for certain? 

**■) If the poll is written (as it was) to vote for sines rating them 
on a scale of 1 - 10, what's wrong with counting up the votes and 
awarding first place to the sine, subline, GM receiving the most 
votes? The way I see the RP now, it's being done so that nobody 
can tell who won. Did the first place sine, subsine, GM get the 
highest vote tally? What does modified mean and preference ma- 
trix have to do with counting votes. I say count them and pub- 
lish the results. Then, if you or anyone else, want to play around 
being statistician, go ahead. Why confuse the issue? 

5) Your stating what is a sine and what is a subsine is Custodian 
Interference. If a publisher states This is a subzine". . .fine. 
There's no question, then. However, if there is a question 
about it, the wishes of the publisher to have the sine listed 
as a sine or subsine should be followed. Your inability to con- 
tact certain publishers only illustrates why I protested to Ran- 
dolph Smyth about your being named custodian. 




If a custodian cannot work with the publishers (or members of the 
hobby) * then a custodian should be appointed who can. 



6) I disagres with several details and I'v» outlined them previously 
to you. The fiasco with the ZR (as handle d by Roy Henrloks and 

yourself ) was only a part of this. Sines bom of my votes could 
nave been discounted, why should I bother voting? when my votes 
will be counted, I will vote. When the RP and ZR have custodians 
who are receptive to criticisms and don't interfere with the nor- 
mal process of the service , I will participate. Since my criti- 
cisms were rejected without being answered as to why they were 
re jectsd, {why should I participate in something I feel Is unfair? 

?) It's a continual surprise to me that anyone who takes an indepen- 
dent stand within this hobby is considered a freak. I feel the ZR 
and RP to be fiascos (in the case of the RP) and unfair (in the 
case of the RP) . So I don't participate. So I'm labeled as a 
saboteur, a wrecker or hobby services, and so forth. I'm consider- 
ed childish and having a bad attitude. So be it. My stand is 
simple. I won't participate in something I feel unfair or in some- 
thing where I get absolutely no cooperation (such as from Roy Hen- 
ricks). I will respect other people's decisions to either parti- 
cipate or not participate in hobby functions according to their 
wishes and desires. I ask I be accorded the same respect. 



cc i S . Arnawoodian 
M. Berch 
J. Caruso 
R. Henricks 
•sr. Xanglsyr 
B. Olsen 
T. Tallnan 
B. Wrobel 



Sincerely, 




CD 



July 19, 1985 



Dear Steve: 

In TNFH #1 I noted with Interest your belief* that the current 
Runestone Poll pollster had "caused a split in Dipdom" Just through 
his mere "presence in the position." You further asserted, "That alone 
invalidates the Poll," and you maintained that regardless of "how 
good a Job" was done, the poll was "ruined. . .in so far as its having 
any merit." 

By now, presumably, you are in possession of the rather extensive 
and meticulously detailed report of the Runestone Poll results. Given 
the innovative analytical methods used to offer the reader new and 
entertaining Insights into different aspects of the poll stats; given 
the historical recap of past polls and the establishment of honorary 
awards to those deserving; given the amount of time, energy, creative 
endeavor, and plain hard work obviously put into this project by 
the Runestone Poll Custodian, I can not but wonder whether - in all 
fairness — you have been given cause to reconsider your former harsh 
attitude toward the validity of the poll? 

In my own estimation, this Runestone Poll of 1985 stands as a 
most impressive achievement which truly reflects the hobby at its 
best. Not only that, but with an unprecedented 265 voters, it also 
is legitimately representative of the hobby as a whole. Of course, 
there are those several dozen or so people who boycotted. This hardly 
comprises a "split in Dlpdom," however; more like a splinter, perhaps. 
And that even loses much of its significance (as regards the Poll) 
when realization sets in that the increase in votership was more than 
fivefold that of those who boycotted. Although I am not suggesting 
(nor ought It to be so considered) that the poll in any way represents 
a referendum on the Runestone Poll Custodianship, what should be 
painfully clear to even the most casual observer is that those who 
boycotted in the hopes of estranging the Runestone Poll Custodian 
from the rest of the hobby are, in fact, succeeding only in slowly 
estranging themselves. ... 

While I*m sure your assessment accurately reflected your own 
subjective emotional state at the time, Steve, after having witnessed 
the massive turnout, the elaborate precautions undertaken to insure 
the legitimacy of the tabulation, and the masterful document produced, 
do you still stand by your previous statements? I would hope not; but, 
if you do, please allow me to point out that by any normal standard 
the Runestone Poll of 1965 can be easily considered a magnificent 
accomplishment and superlative success. To persist in thinking other- 
wise reflects a distortion of reality which serves only to shortchange 
the perceptive mind. 

Sincerely yours, 




Nelson He in t Em an 
Bflo, NY 




GABY COUGHLAN ( July 6 , 198 5) - For Print In The N o t For Hire 

Dear Steve, ( 

I got TNFH #1 and I'd like to quote son* of your own word* back at you 
about how it made me feel. You wrote in Magus #22, p. 3 ( March 9 • 1983) the following 
words 1 "During my fitful night * s sleep, I cried more than once over the fact that 
people I like very much are hurting each other.*" 

But I have to agree with you that feuda cannot be Ignored aa I also mentioned 
in EE p. 28(Nay 27, 1965) - But, for that to happen and to end them, both 

sides have to be put under the examining microscope, hence my letter concerning 
Kathy Byrne which follows this letter. 

I am in favor of any forum, which Is open to both sides, that examines the 
"proof offered by both sides without preferential treatment for anyone ■ I'd like 
it pointed out to your readers that Steve Hutton is not publishing his Wo Fixed 
Address because he is in Si rope for months, and consequently he will also not be 
able to reply to anything said about Ll«nfor several Issues of TK£H. 

I am among the many people who consider Steve Hutton to be fair and even-handed. 
In TNTH 01 , p. 11 ((l numbered the bottom of the pages for same)), you stated 1 
"In NFA they ((Berch and Llnsey)) found a forum that they called "neutral" and 
"even-handed" and that was neither. In it they got away with making unsupported 
claims and the calling of names in a sympathetic environment while all who opposed 
them were subject to cross examination, sarcasm and contradiction." That has been 
a perfect description of Kathy Byrne's Kath^'s Kornor , John Caruso *s Whltestonia 
and Foot In Mouth , Terry Tall man's North Sealth West George and Bad Doggie and 
EH. Vrobel's Feudesse. But not of No Fixed Address , In ay view. Let me tell, you why. 

In contrast to these four people, Steve Hutton permits anyone to ask questions 
of anyone else, he sends copies of whatever is said about someone to that person, 
and he criticises both sides and calls for "proof" if it has not been offered. 
Host Importantly, Hutton is not feuding with anyone so he has no ax to grind. On 
several occasions he has sided with Kathy Byrne and John Caruso against Bruoe 
Llnsey. As far as I know, Kathy Byrne and John Caruso have not said they are having 
a feud with S-teve Hutton. Are they? 

In MFA #32/33, p. 33 (May 1, 1985) » Steve Hutton responds to John Caruso with 
the following 1 "This is very good news Indeed. I've been looking for proof of 
Llnsey* s dishonesty with little success. Now you tell me that Bruce was dishonest, 
and not only c an you prove it, but you already have prove n it. If you send me a 
copy of this letter and a copy of Bruce* s offer to pay you $50 for it, I'll send 
you $100 In U.S. currency. I will also print copies of each in NFA under an 
enormous headline, readlngi B1UCB L INSET PROVEN DISHONEST. If you cannot provide 
me with these things, however* 1*11 assume that you are being dishonest, which will 
also be duly noted In NFA ." To me, that is being fair and even-handed. And I'm 
also glad that you are providing copies of TNFH to anyone who gets mentioned here. 

Here are the excerpts from Bill Highfleld*s The Modern Patriot , Just aa I sent 
them to Steve Hutton along with 2 letters that I wrote during that period, that you 
requested , Here is what I Bald about these papers in NFA #29/30 , p. 20 (February 1A, 
1985)» ** . . .Hlghf ield * s letter was written September 8, 1983 and Llnsey* s supposed 
answer to it was dated October 26, 1983. That is a gap of 7 weeks minus one day. 
Nothing was shown as occurring between those two dates in Volunteers . Quite a lot 
occurred and much of it was printed in Bill Hlghf ield* s The Modern Patriot which 
was seen by all his subbers. One of the Items printed there was so bad that 
Kathy Byrne called Bruce Llnsey and apologised to him despite the fact that they 
were actively feuding at that time." = -■-.* ....•> r*. 'J' * X 

The comment that Kathy Byrne had made in TMP was about Llnsey *s mental health. 
It made her look bad, and she knew It. A wimftlar charge has been levelled at me, 
though not by Kathy, in the past and thiB kind of tactic should be avoided. That's 
why I wish comments such as appeared in TNFH #1, p* 30 1 ("The very best thing you 
could do for yourself would be to go to see a qualified therapist."} would be 
dropped. They only make the accuser look bad and win sympathy for his enemy. 

Concerning a 1983 letter to Hlghf ield *s commander by Llnsey, you said in 
TNFH #1 ,p .22 to met "I believe Gary Coughlan was present so perhaps he will give 
us his version as nearly as he remembers it." My first indication of this, and I 
didn't know what was being talked about, comes from your review of the BafCon in 
Magus #31, p. 7-8( January 12, I98A) when you said i (Next paragraph) 

"Terry Tall man dropped a small bomb about a particularly dirty trick that some 
piece of slime has played. Terry didn't have any first hand information and so 

refused to name the slime. I have even less information and so won't even name 



GA*?Y COUGH LAN's Letter(page 2) for print In The Not For Hire . 

the victim. I will say that I wsls heartened to see that everyone was In obvious 
agreement that the ImeAAent was totally malicious and inexcusable. It was a 
conversation starter though. The talk went from there to lots of this and that 
about the hobby in general with Terry T. , I_rry P. , Peter G. , Don V. and myself 
carrying most of the burden (i.e. we were the motormouths) . At one point, Larry P. 
told us all to shut up because he wanted to hear what Hark Keller had to say." 

Now I re ■ember Larry telling everyone to shut up and asking Mark's opinion 
but I had mainly been speaking with No-Dip Becky and paid little attention to 
the conversation going on as Don Williams, I believe, can verify and my own DefCon 
report in BE #31, p. 7 confirms. Instead I was explaining about the hobby to No-Dip 
Becky and Pete Caughan said during this time that he thought I had a system of 
placing pictures in the EE picture contest that could be figured out. And that's 
all I remember* The several names mentioned in your DafCon account could possibly 
provide some enlightenment. 

My own guess Is that Terry Tall man was probably referring to what Bill 
Highfield had said In TOP #17, p. 7( postmarked November 30, 1983) where Bill 
merely says i "One well-known (if not well-thought-of ) member of the hobby recently 
tried to blackmail me by saying that he would send incriminating material to 
the Navy." It doesn't say anything was sent but knowing how Terry Tall man gets 
his stories twisted, he could have taken It to mean whatever he told you at DafCon 
If this is indeed where he got his information. And I know that Terry does twist 
and slant stories about people he doesn't like because he did it to me in one of 
his publications and called it "The Miracle of Memphis." Jim Burgess, one of 
Terry's own subelne editors, criticized him over this and that's why I've seen no 
need to say anything until now. Here Is my version of "The Miracle of Memphis." 
(a xerox to you Steve) . (Oh, and Terry Tallman was a subber to The M o dern Patriot) 

In TNFH #i, p. 6, you mentioned the Kathy Byrne-Bruce Llnsey feud saying i 
"They have been feuding, according to Gary Coughlan, since 1980." Let me be a 
little clearer. Their feud did begin In I960 and the bad feelings date back to 
then but there have been several periods when Bruce Llnsey and Kathy Byrne have 
been on good terms . Kathy* s Kornor itself proves this. In White Btonla #81 
(November 21, 1983) on page 13 of Kathy* s Kornor in that issue, Kathy stated (and 
W.TSO printed a letter from Braces 

"The next three letters, or parts thereof, ail deal with the Llnsey/Byrne Feud. 
A feud which has finally been laid to rest. Yeah , I know that is hard to believe, 
but it is true 1 1 1 Bruce and I have finally burled the hatchet , and It will remain 
that way. Now all I can say Is, If Bruce and I can be friends, so can a few of 
you! I hope that everyone who has bad feelings towards someone will follow our 
lead and let those feelings die. This letter Is a little embarrassing, but It 
should show everyone that Bruce and I are friends. So take It away Bruce." 

((Bruce then wrote) ) i "Dear Kathy, I just want to express my thanks to you 
for you have done for me recently. You could have hit me when I was down, 
but instead you helped me to my feet again. It took me four years to find It, but 
underneath that crusty exterior there Is a heart of tame gold. You were very kind 
to help me through a painful episode. Mow, I want you to rest your sweet head 
and not mavv y about me turning against you ever again. Trom the bottom of my 
heart, I trust and love you. OK dear? I'll look forward to seeing you In a few 
weeks. I hope the feeling is mutual. Congratulations, you sweet old loud-mouthed 
obnoxious broad from Brooklyn, you. You've Just made yourself a life- long friend! 
Again, I can't tell you how much it meant to me that you were there when I 
needed you. Love, Bruce." 

((Kathy then replied) ) t "This letter, and the one in Magu s, were really not 
necessary. However, I am glad that I was helpful to you, see, sometimes I'm 
really not »n that bad ! Anyway, thanks for the kind words, and I'll see you before 
you see this Ml" — 

This "love-feast" between Byrne and Llnsey came In the aftermath of what had 
been printed In The Modem Patriot and both of -them were angry at Hlghf leld . As 
for the renewal of the feud, Kathy Byrne has to bear a share of the blame. She 
can be quite infuriating to people who consider themselves her friends and how 
much more so to someone like Llnsey whom she had quarreled with bitterly. I'll 
cite an example of my own experience with Kathy Byrne as proof of this. 

I know that you and Daf will recall the DafCon I attended where Kathy Byrne 
called fTOm Bymecon. over the telephone she told me that "3 good friends" of hers 



GARY COUGH LAN's Let te-r( page 3) for print in Th e Wot For Hire 

•had told hex- that I had called her a "drunkard" in the December, 1903 EE, which 
she had not yet received , and she continued accusing ae of this despite my denials ' 
until I finally handed the phone to you, Steve , in disgust. It certainly put ae 
In a bad mood and, later that week, I got phone calls froa two publish ere wanting 
to know how they could mend relations between Kathy and ayself since they had been 
at ByrneCon and heard the things she had said. These two publishers were Steve 
Hut ton and Bruce Linsey and this was ay first direct speaking contact, with Hutton 
and I was irritated that a Kathy Byrne tantrum over nothing could quite possibly 
ruin my reputation with someone I didn't know well. 

Episodes like this certainly form ay opinions on how all are guilty In feud 
and not Just one person. On December 11, 1984, X wrote a letter to Ken Feel which 
contained the following! "I*a sooo sorry but I Just can't see Bruoe as a villain . 
To ae, he's no better and certainly no worse than Kathy, Caruso, Tail man and I 
could go on almost endlessly. The only difference Is that it is easy and appears 
quite popular to attack him. You can rest assured that no aob is going to coae 
after you for going after Bruce. But, hey, criticise Kathy or Caruso and you'll 
get a lynch aob in short order after your butt and they don't care if what they 
say 1b the truth or not. That disgusts me, it always has." 

If both sides are thoroughly examined, feuds would cease quite soon. But 
that hasn't happened In this hobby until j£Q Fjixed Address came along. For aany 
months, a stream of abuse was heaped on Bruce Linsey froa Whites tonia/Kathy * s 
Kornor . Feudesse , Bad Doggie and other Bines. Linsey was not provided copies 
and no anti-Linsey statement was challenged in th Bines as far as I can tell. 
I hope that The Not For Hire will not follow their example but be like Steve 
Hut ton • b excellent No Fixed Address . You admitted soae erro rs you had made and 
raised some very thought-provoking questions which Mark Berch and Bruce Linsey 
should answer. I know I'll be looking for their answers. 

That's it for this time, Steve. I would like to add that on page ? of 
TNFP #1 when you mentioned that things were straightened out between Janes Wall 
and 513 Wrobel that you should have also printed the following froa that same 
April But I'm Happy fin go I Lied #6 (April 12, 1985) p. 5 of BIH where Jaaes also 
said to Hi Wrobel i " I hope that this will satisfy you , Bl. Please discontinue 
sending me your hate sheet Feudesse as well . I slaply do not need a dose of 
bitterness to fill my box whenever -the whim hits you to write some acre." 

If The Not For Hire looks at both sides evenly. It will be to the good of 
the hobby. And I Intend writing TNFH and No Fixed Address and I hope you will 
do the same, Steve. 
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The Dlpcaa COHittMt 
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Steve X-angley 2296 Eden Roc Lane #1 Sacrawento CA 9582S ( 916-927 -4077 ) 
Terry Taliban 7239 Sand point Kay KB #308 Seattle WA 98115 ( 206-526-0719) 

ThJLs month ws hivi two angry letter*. Hot much else. 

If you art considering a trip to Dlpcon In Seattle, please write to Pete and request a 
copy of Ecotopia #5 and the registration form , or write to Dragon flight (the host convention) 
at PO Box 0417* Seattle MA 98111. 

Lastlsh I printed all the proposals received up to 21 June 1985. X haven't received any 
store, but Hark Berch has written to complain about my presentation of an amendment which would 
have scrapped the old voting procedure. Mark's original proposal was made in April of 1983, 
and offered to ate again this year. 

I altered Mark's proposal for two reasons. First, his included provision for a rotation 
system substantially the sane as Bd Wrobel's. Second, it was completely "unofficial" — that is, 
it did not assign a place for itself within the Charter. Z had to guess which portions of the 
Charter it is supposed to supercede, and where it would be included. 

X apologize to Mark for being so editorial with his work. He requests that X not submit any 
version but the one he wrote. Accordingly, here Is the original Berch proposal (substitute 
this for what appeared last month). However, next time X receive a complaint X hope it is a 
lot more polite than Mark's] give me a little benefit of the doubt, people. 

SITE ROTATION AND VOTING PROCEDURE (Section numbers, etc, assigned by P. Gaughan) 

from Mark Berch 

X. Section 2.3 is amended to include three regions. (I assume Mark will be satisfied 
with Ed's regions, since he does not specify where the boundaries should be.] 
IX. Section 2.4 is amended to readt 

The Dlpcon site must be rotated among the Regions. The eligible region rotates each 
year according to the following schedule l X-XX-III-X-IX-XXX-X etc ■ except that if an 
eligible region isn't selected, it remains eligible for the next year. 

(Note i I assume the rotation would kick in at 1987, since amendments currently cannot 
take effect lowed lately. Thus, 11/1987, III/1988, 1/1989, etc. This proposal also re- 
moves the provision against having Dlpcon in the same state or province in consecutive 
years, though the "eligibility" system deals with that indirectly.] 

XXX. Sections 2.5 and 2.6 are deleted, and 2.7 and 2.8 renumbered to 2.6 and 2.7. New 
Section 2.5 is Inserted to read as follows* 

After all of the bids have been presented, and discussed, the Chair will call for a 
vote on the question! "Is there a suitable bid from the eligible region?" 
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If the vott 1* yes, the bid from that region is accepted* unless there wrt (sic) a 
plurality of bids [ale] from that ration. In which case* a aacond vota will ba used to 
select which bid f ran that region will ba accepted. 

If the vote la no* the Chair will call for a vote on the question. "Is there a suitable 
bid from the region noyhostlng this DipCon?" If the vota is res, then the pr ocedure in 
the previous paragraph is used • 

If the vote is no again* then the Chair will call for a vota on the question* **Is there 
a suitable bid frost the region hosting this DipCon?" If the vote is yess, than the earl lei 
procedure is used. If the answer is no* than no site is selected* and the members of the 
Admin Committee are directed to used their best judgement to select a site at a later time, 

Pete here again. The proposal above is still not what Mark wrote* verbatiai — if he doesn't 
want this offered* he'll have to send aw something he does want. It has the disadvantage of 
staking it extremely easy for a group to keep Olpcon* merely by voting "no** to suitable bids 
outside their region. 

On a lighter note* Al Pearson has written about last year's Dipcon finances. The Past 
Olpcon committee received 9245 from the 1984 Origins (in April),** he writes. "After welting 
for the check to clear... and deducting S50 for postage and telephone* the $195 was given to 
the BNC, Bill Ouinn. In my mail during the month of June he acknowledged receipt of the check 
Thanks to Al for clearing this up and finishing off laat year's business so well. 

A brief letter from Dick Warner* head honcho of KaxyConi "I attended the At lent icon hobby 
meeting and discussed the problem [of competition between their cons] with Robert Sacks. 
Actually Bill Thompson .made a recommendation that we endeavor to persuade the Dipcon Commit' 
tee to allow Marycon to host Olpcon in *86 with Robert Sacks and the Mew York Came Board as 
the Tournament management. There was support for this though neither Sacks nor I committed 
ourselves. Both of us realise that the selection of the Dipcon management will and Should 
be up to your cessavit tee . ** 

Pete i Apparently Sacks has committed himself now (see below). Ton axe both alight ly mistake 
since the choice of site and managment (called the Administrative Committee) will be mp to 
the attendees at Seattle* HOT the decision of this year' a Committee. 

Another brief letter* this from Ed Wrobeli "If I were voting under this rule [ Bereh's] , my 
first thought would be "what is 'suitable'?** and no doubt some voters will pot this question 
to the Chairman. What the proposal really amounts to is a two-tier system whereby first a 
region is selected and* secondly* a site within that region. If that keeps Dipcon moving 
from region to region* all well and good* but why not call it what it is instead of loading 
the Charter with vague language certain to generate argument after argument?" 

And* finally* the second angry letter. Robert Sacks had comments on moat of last issue. 
To save myself soma typing I'll cut and paste his letter* with my comments In [brackets]* aftex 
the first two short notes i 

The hobby meeting at Origins resolved "That Dipcon be advised that their name has been 
infringed** (by the so— called Texas Dipcon). [Wrong. I was already aware of "Texas Dipcon*** 
and it la not an "infringement" of our name since Dipcon is in no way legally registered.] 

They also discussed bids for the 1986 Dipcon. Sxpect a bid from Marycon to host Dipcon with 
the NYGB running the Tournament and disbursing some surcharge to the hobby services. [I sus- 
pect that any bid which has strings attached such as choice of manegestexrt, will be viewed 
with suspicion in Seattle.] 

On "Proxy Balloting" : This seems to be a blatant attempt to allow 
the publishers of large circulation nines to dominate the site 
selection. There Is no substitute Tor deliberation In meeting. 
This also discriminates against bids which are dependent on contracts 
signed less than a year before the convention — the extra 1—3 months 
required to file will make it impossible for some of the best sites 
■ to compete. 

fl doubt that late bids would ba discriminated against mughV sine* the proposal as worded 
does not require pre reg 1st rat ion . "Absentee" ballots would ba "conditional" — or preference — 
ballots.] 




On the "Site Rotation" and "Vote Weighting" proposals: I am getting 
tired of the attempts to rig and manipulate the site selection. Any 
procedure which does not permit potential bidders from knowing years 
in advance when they are eligible will discourage and inhibit bidders, 
and encourage inferior and carpet-bag conventions. The DipCon is 
gambling with its existence. The Seminar isn't always held. The 
hobby meeting is held by the IJTGB where ever it runs a major tournament. 
The proceeds from the DipCon have been misappropriated by host 
conventions or admins t rat ive committees, or wasted in large prises 
and self— serving propaganda, while other tournaments and agencies 
provide the regular support for hobby services that the DipCon falls 
to provide. (DipCon didn't begin to fund hobby services until after 
the NT OB run tournament did.) And now the locality which hosted last 
year's DipCon is running its own DipCon this year, without the 
slightest protest from the administrative committee. 
[G«c, each vitriol. Mot.* that the Swlnir is hardly a rtqulmmt for a successful con} 
a bobby Meeting is always bald by Dipcon as wall. Dipcon procwdt being "MISAPPROPRIATED"? 
Give exasiples, ox shut up. (Hot to sc — if you hava charges against past Dipcon Cassalttees, staki 
then In som other public foruaf ) And the locality that hosted Dipcon last year (Dallas/Fort 
Worth Gamers* Inc.) Is not running a Dip convention this year. The Dipueet In Houston this 
svaer has changed Its naae to Rax or con, AT TUB BEHEST OP THE DIPCON COMMITTEE. Get your facts 
straight before you juwp on Robert.] 

On Committee Selection! So now this Is going to be rigged also? In 
the past committees have been chosen for competence, diversity, and 
ability to monitor the host convention or tournament. Any attempt 
to regulate this is not likely to work. Any attempt to change this 
would be wrong. And any attempt to guarantee particular factions 
representation on the DipCon Committee will be unacceptable to the 
hobby . 

[Rigged? If somebody wanted to rig the select ion be certainly wouldn't pick ste to write 
the attendant! My suggestion la slaply that the selection and replacement procedures are 
vague, and therefore open to abuse. I want to cloae the loopholes.] 

On Houserulest Surely the host tournaaent will use its own house rules . Surely houserules 
are not the type of clutter that belongs In the Charter. [Surely you understood that I 
Mentioned that aw rely to find out bow people felt about it. You were the only person to 
■tent ion it at all.] 

Overall, a alxed aonth — several people let ave know they're looking forward to Dipcon, and 
Hark and Robert wrote to gripe. X can't wait to get out of this job, frankly... I begin to 
understand what public servants go through. 




GABY COUGHIAN (July 6, 1985) For Print in The Not For Hire 
'Dear Steve, 

In TNFH #1, you asked questions of Bruce Llnsey and Mark Berch. I, like 
you , am Interested In seeing their answers so this aess In the hobby can be cleaned 
up as much as possible. I'd like to commend both you and Hellnda Holley for 
answering the questions from Ho Fixed Address that Bruce Llnsey asked of you. 
It*s time for Kathy Byrne to follow your example and to finally give the hobby the 
"•proof" she, claims she has, In the matter of the "Franclne" letter. A 

Concerning that subject, I'd like to quote from my letter I wrote to Steve 
Button in the Ho fixed Address #32/33, p. 55 (May 1, 1985)* "Kathy Byrne made quite 
a big hobby-wide deal about Bruce writing her daughter Franclne a "smutty** letter 
and said that it was seen by "at least 5 people." In her mass mailing on this and 
other Llnsey "sins" called "The Ethical Bruce Llnsey", Kathy Bald i "I am asking 
all publishers to please print this. I can prove what I am saying. And that 
proof is available to anyone." and later In the same mass mailing i "A1JL I am 
asking Is that my side be printed, and yes, I can prove it." 

WH HUE'S THK PROOF? Ron Brown In NFA #31 quite properly saldi "What 1b wrong 
is that almost a year after the Infamous Franclne letter first appeared, no one, 
except for five mysteriously unnamed people, has seen this letter. In other 
words, I am criticizing them for making serious charges about a hobby member which 
they have not substantiated." 

And I agree with Ron's assessment. And If Kathy Byrne cannot tell us the 
"at least 5 people" (and let us judge their impressions for ourselves) or provide 
a summary of the so-called "smutty" letter or give us the "proof" that "is 
available to anyone", then Kathy should follow Bruce *s example and apologise to 
him publicly as he apologized to her. I've told a few people that the stupidest 
thing anyone could do is write a "smutty" letter to the child of your worst enemy, 
for WHAT could possibly be gained by it? But even stupider than that action would 
be LOSING such a letter and hence a "golden opportunity" to unquestionably prove 
to one and all Just how bad your enemy Is." 

I don't know why Kathy Byrne has still not provided this * proof **to the hobby. 
Steve, in TNFH #1, p. 17, you stated i "Kathy is electing to keep quiet and let 
Llnsey bury himself." Really? Then why did Kathy Byrne send you the pos-tcard she 
received from Llnsey (printed in TNFH #1, p. 3?) which stated i "Byrne, Congratulations 
on driving Doug Beyerlein from the hobby. Llnsey." ? That is hardly keeping 
quiet. 

But it is letting other people fight your battles for you. This tactic has 
been used repeatedly by Kathy Byrne in the 5 years that I have seen her in action 
and it has widened and worsened many feuds, including the one I had with Dick Martin. 
Kathy Byrne can no longer evade her heavy responsibility for the bad feelings that 
exist In this hobby today. That Is, and keep her credibility which has really 
been shaken by the revealations In No Fixed Address . 

let me be candid i I think Kathy Byrne is keeping quiet on this subject 
because she knows she cannot prove the existence of a "smutty" letter. I don't 
even think she can provide a summary of the letter which would convince anyone 
that it was "smutty", outside of her close circle of friends who already believe 
the worst of llnsey already. I further think that Kathy Byrne deliberately tried 
to smear Llnsey and Is desperately wishing people would Just forget about the 
Franclne letter. 

No way. To me, this letter Is Just as serious as the Hlghfleld letter that 
Bruoe Llnsey sent to the Navy. I have criticised Bruce over that, as well as his 
letter commenting on Kathy' s drinking. Both I thought were wrong. And I believe 
Kathy Byrne is wrong in this case and, if she is, should take her lumps. 

Prove me wrong, Kathy Byrne. In The Not For Hire , you -undoubtedly have a 
sympathetic forum. Steve Langley will undoubtedly present any statements of yours 
on the Franclne letter in the best possible light. And it won't oost you one oent. 

Steve, here is a oheek for #25.00 to cover the oost of printing Kathy Byrne's 
letter which provides the "proof" that "Is available to anyone" about the Franclne 
letter and to also answer the 1? questions that Bruce Llnsey asked of her in No 
Fixed Address 32/33. Since it was Kathy Byrne who raised this matter hobby-wide In 
her "The Ethical Bruce Llnsey", It is Kathy Byrne who should provide the "proof".... 
..not John Caruso, not Terry Tollman, not Bob 01 sen, not M Wrobel, not Steve Langley... 
.... but Kathy Byrne . 

I doubt you'll have to spend any of my $25.00 check, Steve. 

<3> 
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I tnjovtd the first i«ut of THE NOT FOR HIRE, and looK forward to a Ion* and 
■ uccMifu I run. I Personally I iKt ittttrzlnMt and Nlih X Had been in tK# 
hobby Mh«n BRUTUS BULLETIN had been around. 

X noticed that tM fee -for HnaDlPlotucy participant* tn TNFH la quitt hiih by 
Dip standards* but not by Mint. In pro* ttt l ona I postal tininfi «h#r» I have 
<oniid«rabtt txptrltnc* as » Piaytr and QMt a si turn ff» would be considered 

iiufhabit. and people Mould avoid such a same because people would suspect that 
: It Mould instantly -fold. A normal turn fee covers alt expenses Pius about a *2 
profit. Based on what you stated in MAGUS 48 about your costs. HOCUS, Mere it 
M professional PBM same. Mould probably cost S4. W3-SA. 30 per turn. Most 
.professional PBMs are about s4 1 Mine is S3, and considered iom in price 
<*btush>*). Also. Many of the professional sanies allow extra actions at extra 
cost 1 one prominent MesaD i p t oevacy Player was spendins several hundred dollars a 
aonth Piayins one such same. Some sames allow no extra actions, some allow a 

limited number of extra actions at a limited extra cost. 

Us ins my same as an example, a minimum turn is S3- SB and results in one pass of 
mrintout resardins what happened in your position. A maximum turn can so as 
hish as s7. BB and can run 2 and a half pases. 

■f* MesaD) PI omacy turn tn THE NOT FOR HIRE, a five Pase letter i n which you cast 
#«o*r« ions -bwt -not mention names Is only • l.'BB. A ten pase letter blast Ins 
someone not on your sub list is a mere S3. BB — less than the cost of a one 
^at* printout in most professional PBM sames. For s7. OB. a MesaD iplomat in 
~TNF"H can write IS eases of hate denouncins the entire sub list Plus a peoeie 
not on the sub list! Where else can you set such a sood samins value? 

Therefore. I shall refer anyone who sripes about sub fees In TNFH to the office 
x>f the chaplain. 

I look forward to see ins you at the the next DAFCON. 
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July 15. 1985 



Dear Markt 

This Is in reply to your article in DO #90/91. 

1) Your statement on Page 21 "At that tine, neither of the* sent 
me a courtesy copy- Is TOTALLY FALSE. It may have slipped your 
mind (certainly you should have stated it in DD #90/91) that 
last January* you told me you had not received a copy of my Not, 
1984 mass mailing. X told you that I had sent you a copy when 
I did the mailing. I offered to send you a second copy if you 
wished. You did request this and I sent you you a second copy. 
To be accurate* you should have stated that you did not receiv e 
a copy of ray mass mailing until you had informed me of such. It 
would also have been correct and proper to explain that I told 
you I had sent you an original mailing, in November 1984. Since 
you and I had this conversation early this year and you didn't 
challenge my statement then* 1 find it hard to understand why 
you're challenging it now. Do you have some evidence to prove 
your assertion that 1 didn't send you a copy of my mailing last 
November? If you do, I'd like to see it. If you don't, I'd like 
to see a retraction. 

2) Regarding the Caruso Letter (or "CL" as you insist on calling it), 
as I have repeatedly told you... you've given me no evidence to 
change my mind. All you've given me is your unsupported word. 

If you've gotten no where in changing my mind, I submit that it's 
because you've given me no evidence to support your statement. 
Therefore, the fault (if there is such) for my not changing my 
mind is yours. You have to provide proof (more than your unsup- 
ported word). As I have repeatedly told you, I will print no re- 
traction until I see some reason for doing so-.-- Provide proof . - 

3) -I think Melinda knows that her entire point would disintegrate If 
her readers heard the other side..." My readers? Mark, I'm not 
Dear Abby. This may surprise you, but your denial is common know- 
ledge. You're not revealing anything that the hobby in general 
doesn't already know. Certainly people in the hobby closely fol- 
lowing this feud know it. Do you believe you exist in some vacuum? 

4) Your Jab about my ethics Is pathetic. You, Mark Berch, are hardly 
someone to raise the banner of ethical behavior. People who live 
in glass houses shouldn't throw stones. > .particular at someone who 
will throw them back. Your conduct in attempting to silence Robert 
Sacks at the DipCon '82 meeting as well as attempting to "pack the 
house" to prevent valid and normal discussion and comment regarding 
financial disbursements and rotation of DipCon sites is definitely 
not a sterling example of ethical behavior. I suggest you clean 

up your own act before attempting to label someone else as unethi- 
cal* 



Sincerely, 



cci S* Langley* B. Olsen, R. Sacks, T. T a ll ma n» E. Wrobel 
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Dear Steve Langley, ~7— 20— &^ 

I note a certain amount of irony In your sine 'a title. The 
sine JLs for hire. I have to pay for the right to defend myself , Which la cer- 
tainly a first for me. At any rate, T want to start with the financial mat- 
ter first, because If your readers don't wade thru this entire letter, T 
want to be sure they read this part. 

Thief , you start with, "Coineldently, T don't consider you to 
be honest, but for more reasons than that we are on opposite sides of a feud. 
I think you are a bit of a thief.* You then give your financial analysis, 
which shows that at the time you terminated my Magus sub, and cancelled your 
DP sub, that the two were seriously out of balance. You conclude, **How do 
you explain that, Berch? Other than the obvious answer, that you keep dishon- 
est subscription records and, as a result, steal your subbers sub-fees? Proof 
Berch?" 

But the truth of the matter is that you have made a major 
error of omission in your accounting. And even If you hadn't, you still have 
not eliminated some other alternatives. 

You began your account with, "When I started Magus as a sine, 
you w ere one of my first subbers. We started what is called a mutual sub. I 
was already subbed, to J3D at the time. Our mutual sub started with 10 issues of 
Magus . I trusted you to credit me with 10 If sues of "ED," That account is 
PROVABLY FALSE. We did HOT start with a mutual sub.~^T sjbarted by sending yon 
a #6 sub eheck, which you cashed, and gave me 10 issues of* Magus for, X have 
enclosed a Xerox of this check, Hote that it is dated right; at the time you 
began Magus as a sine, that it is labled "Magus-sub", and that you endorsed 
lt # It Is quite possible that this is not the only money payment T m«de to 

you. At any rate, this $6 payment was HOT reflected In your accounting 

the only cash payment you mentioned was the *j|.*l5 sent me at the time you 
liquidated the accounts. it appears that you either did hot keep proper 
records, in which case you ahouldn't rely on them in attacking someone pub— 
lically, or you didn't bother to check them before you wrote your editorial. 

But even without the check, you haven* a. shown that I've done 
anything wrong. Even assuming we had a pure mutual sub (which we didn't), en 
imbalance of this sort could arise from either of the following? 

1. As you indicated, X did not credit you with enuf in yourDD account, OH 

2. You credited me with too much in my Magus account. 

Either of these could cause the discrepancy. To put It In 
simplified form, if I am sending you my apples in an even exchange for yoar 
oranges, and at some point , I've got more ot^anges than you have apples, 
it could, yea, be that I *m not sending you enuf apples, but it could be that 
yon are sending too many oranges* either will produce the imbalance, prom 
the limited information you presented, its not possible to tell If either or 
both of these errors occured, or neither. 

And even if it were 100£ my error, does that Justify word* 
like "steal" and "thla*" and "dishonest*? Por me td be an "e.g. "thief", you'd 
have to be prepared to show that it was del lhe rate. Why do y6u think that it 
waa? It could have been an arithmetic error, or an oversight. You left out 
my $6 payment in your account. I'm not saying* nor do I belelve, that this 
omission was deliberate. You have no Justification, none at all, for using 
a word like "dishonest". Are you prepared to say that you've never made • 
single mistake (in your favor) in any of the Magus sub accounts? Bo you un- 
derstand what incidents like this do to your credibility? 

So where do I stand? Some people are gbtmg to read your 

account in #1, and then decide not to sub ttiey may not , for exampl 

to pay #1. Even a mass-nailing from me cannot reach all thoee people, since I 
don't have a full list of who you mailed lttoo. And those people aren't go In? 
to learn about that $6 payment. 




Courtesy Copy . This Incident has cetain similarities to 
the laat om. Hare ' a what you had to say* 

"Ilnsey hm.a twice quoted Berch, once In NPA 27/26 » *Langley»s actions ara tasteless 
and indecent* and again here, ehat are the sources of these two quotes, Berch? Did 
yon Indeed call om "tasteless and Indecent" and accuse me of "hit and run journalism"? 
If not, than we merely have another Lineey fabrication, another attempt to put tha 
responsibility off onto someone else. If so, why didn't you have the courtesy to let 
m know about it? If both happened In the single DD I returned to you, unopened, then 
neither la the case, and I owe you and Xdnsey an apology- Tour statement aa to the DO 
by number and pace number would be sufficient. I'm sure I can find a copy somewhere"? 1 " 

Then why didn't yon do that. Instead of writing all that utter bilge first f 
Those two quote* are, respect Ively, perfect examples of your falling to con- 
alder all the alternative*, and failing to check things out. The first was 
110 * * Llnftey Fabrication, not something I needed to send you a copy of, and 
not In DP . The "tasteless and indecent* quote was from your own zlne . Ita *J- 
at page 10 of Volunteers from the Audience . And not only did" you type nry ' 
letter there, but you referred specifically to that phrase In your response, 
further down on the same page. The second quo^fce was from the refused DD 
#85, p*ge 16. The "hit* refers to the*vlelous* story that you hit me wlth~ 
and the "run" refers to the fact that you ran away from what I consider to be 
your obligation to at least allow me to deny tt to your readers. Tn my opin- 
ion, you've made an utter fool of yourself, something yon could easily have 
avoided, if you weren't so hot to throw charges at Bruce and myself. 

Freshman Zlne Poll « Ton say, *The next piece "of mall I 
received from Beroh was an unmarked* DD containing a FZP ballot.*' I dbn*t 
know what you mean by "unmarked DD*; all DDa are marked as such. What you 
got, in plain Engl 1 ah, was an envelope which contained an Issue of DD, and a 
ballot for the FZp. You say, "At the time, T wondered if Berch wanted his 
votes counted or to be able to publish that I had refused to accept hla ballot*. 
In the former eaae,*lt wasn't terribly bright*, and In the latter, I "should 
be ashamed of* ^myself *for attempting to mess over a poll for feud purposes.* 
Either way, then, I look bad, and of course those are the only alternatives 
mentioned. TJf HY OPINIO*, if you cannot run the VZTP without Insulting a voter* 
who Is Just trying to save 20«* postage, then you ought to find someone who can. 

And another thing* Yon have revealed the fact that I voted 
In the FZP. You did not say In advance that you would revealpwho voted In the 
poll , did your But you did It anyhow. Did you stop to think that If you did- 
n't announce this In advance, you shouldn^t do this? And you appear to be very 
selective about this; I only se* my name. Did you print the full list some- 
where, or did you Juat rufi mine/ Do you intend to print the full list, or are 
you going to be selective/ . . . 

At any rate, I find great Irony In your saying that X might 
bo "attempting to mess over a poll for feud purposes.* So far as I'm concerned 
, that 'a exactly what you're doing. 

Correspondence . Juat prior to the aboVe material, yon wrofcat 
"Berch was Insisting' on nts "right to reply* but the only letter he sent me 
waa written to Terry. I decided to' start returning his mall, too. ^ure enuf, 
a DD wended Its way Into wy mailbox, and we sent It back. About two weeks 
laTer a wise head Intervened, peter J". Gaugban asked me to reopen communica- 
tions. I agreed to go so far as to open a^r mall * The letter you ref er 

to was HOT the only letter I sent yon. There was another letter, which dealt 
mostly with the Volunteers material that yon had refused 'to 1st * a . re ' B P ond T . to • 
It was in the same envelope that contained the refused DD. Since, to my sur- 
p rinse, you returned this unopened, I understand why you weren't aware of it, 
but nonothe-leas, I did write the letter in response to what you wrote In 
Volunteers. And another thing. Your letter to me said, "Rod Walker convln- 




eed -me that for-thfr #«ke of-cominunlcatlonfl I should open your letter {(this 
refers to the letter written'to Terry, a copy of which I sent to you)) 
rather tha n a Im ply return It..." This la your letter of Wot 9, But your 
account In TMFA #1 a ay a Oaughan. How do you exp lain this discrepancy? 

One final point. There was AN OTTOS* letter that T sent you 
that you did not Mention. That was a letter dated Kov 6. It was Included 
In the same envelope as my letter to Terry. It dealt mostly with the material 
you had In Volunteers,. And I know you saw It because a) it was In the same 
•■▼•lope, and b) because In your Hot 9 letter, you referred to ltr *There were 
several parts, both In your note to me and In the letter you sent Terry, that 
made me laugh out lfcud.* 

To sum- up; I sent you an envelope containing a copy of my 
letter to Terry (which you did refer to in TFFH #1) AND a letter dated Hot 6. 
Ton Vow 9 letter to me referred to both. I sent you a second letter about a 
week later which was In the same envelope as the refused DD. Thus, you were 
sent two letters, both largely concerned with Volunteers . TouT account men- 
tions neither. It says, "the only letter he sent me was written to Terry." 
And later "That Is the a urn total of the Berch and Llnsey correspondence 
file since the feud started (not counting the many Berch items: In Volunteers^* 
Both of those statements ' are false.. And of course there Is the Oaughan- 
Walker apparent conflict. 

fty points are: 1. I did send you letters in response to 
Volunteers . and 2; You cannot be relied upon to give an accurate accounting 
or things which was the case In the Thief section and will appear a^aln. 

Self Wlaquote . You says "Berch misquotes himself. following 
his "I DID SAY" la not an accurate quote or what Berch said in DD #8ij.. 
Perhaps he will claim that he said It elsewhere and perhaps he has, but he was 
oatlgatlng me over my Interpretation of DD #81]. so he really ought to have 
stuck to the same source. Actually his self misquote Is In error only In the 
wording. . .The word^epeatedly" waa no doubt added for emphasis, and the rest 
of the rewrite was probably for clarity.* The last part of that last sentence 
Is too vague for me to respond to, but "repeateB^y* was Indeed used In DD #8£, 
the Issue you refused, and no, X see no reason why 1 should be limited to just 
one Issue of DD. Moreover, the .statement Is accurate for DD #814. »■ well. You 
are confusing a direct quote with an Indirect quote. A direct quote begins 
with a comma and a left quotation mark, and purports to be the exact words 
used. Am I n d irect quote is introduced by the word "that* (here. It was, 
*What I DID SAY" was that...) and doe s hot have quotation marks. An Indirect 

quote which Is what I had In TTFA — states what the original speaker ssld 

without directly quoting the actual words. That Is what T did In" #ot|.. Altho 
I did not use the literal word *repeadly*, I expressed that notion In the 
most vivid and stralghf ormw ft rd way possible; I quote/Katby, so" people could 
olearly see her repeating herself. I made go. change In meaning from what I 
said In #814., »nd thus I feel your criticism is completely invalid. 

Vicious St ory. This Incident places In the sharpest focus 
the difference In our ethical standards. Xn Volunteers you printed what I 
consider to be a vicious stery. Lets have a close look At what you did. 
Pirst, you said that the story was ' JTFP' (not Tor print). Fine, then why did 
you print ltt You also say, *I don't know the details.* Again, If you don't 
know this. Why did you print ltt You would hot, and still will "not Identify 
your source. Apparently you Just don't belelve In letting someone face 
their accusers. Do you understand how this comes across to the hbbbyt Steve 
langley allows his sine to be used for anonymous personal attacks. Do you 
understand that there's virtually no other publisher In the hobby who would 
allow his «lne to be used In such a way* The sffery has Berch doing such-and- 
such, and Berch says he dldn'ti That comes down to Berch' s word vs ??♦?*•• Do 
you understand that your readers don't want to bo placed in s».eh a position? 
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ted-on fc^ seme- -page-, you "I will not print Any letters on this or 
related subject** — - I waan t permitted, at the time, to even get my 
denial before your rotdort.' And Indeed, , yoa didn't print either of the 
letters that I did send you. And I don t see any express fcf regret frost 
you on this. Indeed, In THFH #1, yott went and repeated the story again! 
Tea presented not a shre d" of evidence to substantiate this stery. In r *°"» 
three lines after you reprinted It, yoa Invite u to disprove It. I honestly 
don't think you understand that when you print a critical story, that the 
burden of proof la on yoa to present at least some substantiation that the 
story la true. IneteaaT~you tpolnt to me to disprove It. Woy only that, bat 
when Bruce asks you for some specifics (the story mentions Bruce » a name o 
tlmea), you simply point him in my direction as If I'm supposed tb sub- 

at ant late this false story. ' _ , , . Vj% 

And false it la. For example, "KtA • response was to call 
the person who brought Bruce 'a problem to his attention a * 
did not do that, or anything remotely resembling that. In f»ct to thlj day, 
I do not know who was telling the truth in that incident, or J^^' this W " 
some huge misunderstanding to begin with. Another " n ^ a " c " ?^ r " 
were called forward to testify, as it were; ^.^^"Jj'^t^rlw cor- 

» VAT.S'S THere was no such event. No disputed event was ever cor 
roborlled. 'SS'plctE. oTme defending Bruce against other. brougTJTTorward 
to testify la false because such an event never occured. 

You asked about my definition of •Vicious" and how it ap- 
plies in this context. Hy dictionary says, "contrary to accepted standards* 
of right or good* and "violative of moral rectitude* (Webster's 3rd New Tnt.) 
And that a what the story was. As you said yourself, "I believe that Hark was 
not being a friend back then and that a' an' understatement . The story 

you printed presents me as having no interest at all in the truth, but being 
solely concerned with defending Bruce. I am presented aa someone who la, In 
effect, attacking the me a Sanger of bad tidings. These are not things that I 
did, but I'm presented as doing them, and thus the story la vicious. 

I rind derending myself in such a natter extremely rr» art ra- 
ting because I cannot spell things out. T know all the specifics, and can 
quote my responses verbatim. The problem is that this incident developed In 
correspondence between myself and Kathy Byrne. ICathy' a letters were OP r P* THK 
RECORD , ao I cannot use them. My response* to her referred of course to those 
letters and again, aa a result, X cannot use them. I will not break this con- 
£l2 an S e » 1 written to Kathy, asking for a release, but I have not got- 

i?« M« £ r £-5? 1 °£% ??* n 5 h ! P r **» te 1-tter did not work, I tried going pub- 
lie (in ID #66), but that did not work either. T peraomlly believe, t ho T 
cannot prove, that either Kathy was herself your source, or your source was 
some intermediary who got the story directly or Indirectly from Kathy. There* 
no other person who would have given you this story. I find it lmmesely frus- 
trating that she will not give me this release, and yet she has, in my opinion 
sent this story to you* 

. The Drinking Letter Defense . You spent approximately one 

page discussing the events surrounding Bruce t a letter alleging that Kathy 
has a drinking problem; quoting several tlmea from what Bruce wrote, 'adding 
your own analysis, etc. In the midst of all this was the following? 

I guess the fact that Borch has defended him was overlooked, or perhaps Linsey 
considers Bereh auch an extension of himself that Berch's defense Is taken 
for granted." I have not, and did not, defend Bruce In any manner on this 
issue. The defense you refer to does not exist; it is something that you have 
made up. If you disagree, please provide a citation and a quote. Its possible 
that you will argue that yoa are referring to my defending him on some other 
issue. If that la the case, then your sentence Is extremely misleading. I 
am sure that the ordinary reader, seeing this sentence In the middle of a dis- 
cission of the drinking -letter business; will naturally assume that this la 
what Berch "defended him" was all about. Please clarify this matter. 
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at hHve 8<«n y»u-oU» ttt m»- a reference . This one Is a lit- 

tle compll6ated, so I win set Torth the chronology, point to 
confusions, and then get to the heart of the matter. 

This begins In Magus #36; page 7, where you said, "I have 
a couple of scenarios for you to consider. The first Is the VOD scenario.* 
Tbu then give your VOD scenario. The sixth sentence of this Is as follows: 

The shock of bein<* confronted by his commanding officer cures Bill, who 
backs down from the death threats, killing no one and even drops out of the 
hobby." Them, in Volunteers . I point out that VOD said no such things "Bruce 
didn't say anything of the sort happened as a result of Bill's meeting with 
his commanding officer. In factin he says nothing about what happened at that 
point, presumably because he didn't know where Is there mentioned any- 

thing In the editorial In VOD about Bill dropping out of the hobby except the 
flat statement, "he la no longer in the hobby*? This talk about his dropping 
out of the hobby as a consequence of this talk with his commander Is simply 
something that you added," 

Tour reply to this ( Volunteers , page 13) does WOT deny that 
this was Included as part of the "VOD scenario* — —IT CoHW-HHS IT r "Come on, 
Mark, stop being such a ». . (supply your own noun here ft dear reader). The 
TOP scenario . »s stated by me was 'not supposed to put ruce In a good light 
or depend solely on things that Bruce may have said. It was a possible, If 
far fetohed, scenario as to what may have happened acc6rdlng to Bruce 'a story 
as to what he did and why he- did It ." (emphasis added) . " '■ 

In addition, and now we are getting to the key quotation, 
you defended the essential accuracy of the why -Bill— dropped-buslness with 
the following? 

"What are you talking about? Tou well know, and I know you 
.-^ know since I have seen you cite It as a reference , that 

Bill said he was dropping out or" the hobby because of a 
letter some nutcase sent to his CO. Se what If Bruce did- 
n't say anything about that. It Is still the case,* 

OK, so in this quote. Bill drops out of the hobby because of 
the letter, and thats true even tho Bruce dldn_t say It, and B erch knows It 
full well. Underscoring above la by mo, 

Wext, In WFA, Irquote the second sentence In that above key 
quote, and Issue a comprehensive denial* "That IS PALSf, Steve has not seen 
me say that because I' ve never said that at all, I don t even belelve Its 
true. Assigning motives to people Is Steve's game, not "mine. So far as I'm 
concerned. Bill gave his reason for leaving the hobby In Buropa Express #33, 
and I will take him at his word that that Is his reason for leaving. - 

In TMFH #1 you generaly standby your position and statements. 
Tou also claim I am making a false point t "One of these I oalled the VoD 
scenario ..... Berch chose to take that to mean thftt I was claiming the*"whole 
scenario was expressed In the pages of VoP .* Tea, thats correct. When yon 
oall something tbe*VoD scenario** I belelve that you are giving the strong 
Impression that this is what was In VoD. Tour readers are entitled to take 
that as your meaning, _ 

And finally, I stand by my "That IS TAUSV denial, and T 
will prove that my denial Is accurate and that your statement Is false. 

First some confusions, Tn the first page of your dlsucsslon, 
you say: "What I said was that Bersh cited a source that contained Bill's 
statement, so I knew that Berch was aware of the statement, not that Berch 
had made the statement J" tthderscorlng added. And 1 agree with the notion 
In the underscoring that you're saying that I was aware of the statement. But 
what do you say on the next page; "Tou will note that I dldn t say you had 
read It, or th„t If you had read It, *hat you understood It, Which is it, 
Steve* I have to have read It to be aware of it, right? Tou say first, I 



*«oeent.» and then you try to claim *T didn't say you had read It.* 

The second possible confusion c ernes frost whether T'm actu- 
•lly denying what yon said about Thus, you ask, "What words are you 

talking about with your "Steve has NOT seen say that because I've never said 
that at all.* Said What?'* All I said was that you had cited a re re re nee so 
T knew you were aware of the reference.* 

T gave a blanket denial: "That 13 FAI^SK*' Whatever It la that 
you are claiming I a aid In thla matter Is not what I said. The citation of 
the reference la what I didn't do. 

Tour phrase, "I have seen you cite It as a reference that...* 
ts somewhat vague, because Its not 100*« clear what the antecedent for "It* 
is). Tern said* 

"You well knew 1 * 

"And I know you know* 

*1 have seen you cite It* 
I assume that all of those refer to the same thing. The "frf* Is what T well 
know. It all refers to the material following th word "that*, vis, "Bill 
■aid he was dropping oat of the hobby because of a letter some nutcase sent 
to his CO.* Thus, I read your sentence as saying in effect, *Tou well know.lt, 
since I have seen you cite the #act that Bill said....* 

You claim now that all you had said was that X had cited a 
reference which had Bill expltnlng that he dropped out of the hobby because 
of a letter, etc.* rTHB, I DENY THAT TOO. 

How we are getting to the heart of the matter. We both agree 
that I cited Kuropa Express #33, and that gur opa gxpre s s #33 gave Bill's 
reason for leaving the hobby. However, Bill DID HOT QTVTS ^JIAT AS HIS REASON, 
and hence I was HOT aware of any such statement.' I did not cite any reference 
with any such statement because so far as I know, there isn't any such refer- 
ence. In the Issue, he is very Irate about the letter to his CO, bat doesn't 
•era concerned about any Impact. He presents his CO as agreeing that the 
(unnamed — — so we don't know which letter this refers to) writer of the let- 
ter was a "lunatic*, concluding, "Thank God, however, that so far Its gone my 
way - so far.* Then he says explicitly- why he left the hobby, so pay attention 
Steve, and you'll see how wrong you were t 

"After over a year of publishing, T have decided to leave the hobby. 
The reasons, while clear, fare none the less painful. I entered thls*hobby* 
with a purpose - to do my best. It became evident that I could not do my 
beat at everything. I had a choice - school or the hobby. I chose the only 
answer, school.* 

This is crystal clear. Your statement that, "Bill said he was dropping out 
of the hobby because of a letter from some nutcase.* Is false. Thus, your 
statement that I cited a reference with such a statement Is false because so 
far as I knew, there Is no such statement. You are unduly taken to assigning 
reasons and motives to people « people like me, Bruce and here. Bill. In 
■ty opinion, you are batting 0-3. And you have no right "to aay that Bill said 
such a thing when Bill said something totally different. Wy guess Is that you 
never even bothered to check out that Issue of B*f, because if you had, you 
never would have printed What you did. ^Ihon yoFra relying on something 
you've seen, you usually quote from It and you didn't here. 

Berch/Llnsey Yes, what a topic. I'll oloae with one really 
flagrant example from amoung yourmeny references to thlst *Llnsey, you need 
professional help. The beat thing you could do for yourself would be to go 
to see a qualified therapist. Berch, you would dp us all a f*Tor , especially 
Llnaey. you you would second that motion, instead of trying to talk him out 




6? It* (emphasis added). Tou're entitled to Tour opinion as to w hat Bruce 
ought to do, but the underlined material Is FALSB. 1 hare METER done that 
or anything even remotely similar. There was no such Incident. T am, In 
fact, a great belelver In people seeing therapists, Its my wife* a line of 
work, and for me to give such advice would be totally oat of character for 
me . I cannot recall ever saying such a thing to anyone. Inside or outside 
the hobby- In my entire life. Would you please name your source? 

Indeed, this incident is In some ways a rerun of the 
"vicious story* business. In both eases, I am' presented as not acting as a 
good friend to Bruce. . The source Is not given. Wo proof is presented that 
the Incident occured. lfo details are given, bat X am presented as In some 
way as blocking Bruce from taking remedial action. And both stories are 
false. 

There Is more, of course, much much more. Put I have limits 
as to how much T»m willing to put Into It. T realise that you typed over 36 
pages, but I don t have the time and the enrgy to do any more. I am a very 
slow and Inaccurate typist; It has, taken me many many hours to type tills much. 
Rummaging thru my old records to find that cancelled check was about & hours 
work. And locating the envelope with the refused letter (and CD) , and locating 
lng the carbon of the other letter (both of which did Trcflp show up In your 
*sum total of the Berch and Llnsey correspondence file" listing 1 ) was close to 
an hours work right there. If you had kept and consulted proper records, T 
would not have had to do that digging and writing. I resent the fact that T 
have to spend all this time — and whTT Because you would rather call me a 
thief, and get the point across that T didn't reply to your Volunteers essay 
you f d rather do that then take the time to check thing e out. 

And as for the rest, I Kiave yoo with one final quote from 
yourself: *lt would be totally " Irresponsible of me to name names without 
proof ." But you did it anyhow. In, for example, the "vicious story" and 
"Berch^lnsey* points above, you named ray name and you never had any proof. 
Indeed, If you had checked things out, and stuck to things you could prove, 
this entire letter would have been unneeesary. 

I enclose a list of names and addresses.. This letter, by 
my calculation, could cost as much as 4(114, If none of the people named opt 
to sub. To be on the safe side, a check for & f & Is enclosed. T consider 
that an awful lot of money to have to pay to 6orrect your mistakes, but I 
understand that no one Is forcing me to reply, "owever, unless something 
rather unexpected occurs (like Kathy permitting me to draw from her OTR let- 
ters so that I can prove t he falsity of the "vicious story"). Its unlikely 
1*11 be participating In TNFH In Its present form. I don t wish'- to sound 
gratuitously Insulting, but you simply aren't worth the time, effort, nnd 
money involved. 
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7/16/85 

Dear Steve Langley, 

THE NOT FOR HIRE *1 turned out to be a fine production. I doubt it will be a 
success, though, as I don't expect Hutton or Linsey will leave the cozy confines of 
NFA. Nice try, though, and I'll send you my feud mail in the future rather than NFA. 
After all, while I can t be sure that you'll be as objective as you claim, I expect you'll 
do better than Hutton, who's turned out to be just another Linsey apologist. Worth a 
chance. 

It would add to readability if we knew who was writing a particular letter at the 
beginning. 

But the name of the zeen should be THE STRICTLY FOR HIRE. 

Your comments about getting into a feud are well taken. Once upon a time, I 
made the mistake of getting into a feud. Unfortunately, I ended up with a few 
individuals who seem to have no life outside of Dipdom, and will be plagued by them 
until the end of my stay here or they are committed to mental hospitals. A word 
from the experienced: if you haven't been in a feud up to now, thank your lucky 
stars and don't ever start. Try as you might, they just never seem to end. And 
you're not missing anything (anything good, anyway). 

For the following semi-open letter to make any sense at all, one should get a 
copy of NO FIXED ADDRESS *32/33 (and hopefully the issues before that as well). I 
assume that if you're reading this, you have that NFA. 

Dear Steve Hutton and Bruce Linsey. 

Oh, so many things to say about NFA 32/33. where to start. Well, how about 
with section I of Linsey s letter (I'll spare you all from That Linsey Creature (how 
cute)" this time). 

You wanted a list of Linsey lies, Steve?' Well how about section 1, sentence 
number one? I think your buddy is trying to quote me when he says, "Alex says 
that Linsey is a child molester.*** That'd be fine, except I never said any such thing. 
If so. where? This is easily provable, and I want it proved. It's very true when he 
says that "the statement is a pure fabrication." but it's his fabrication, not mine. This 
being the case, his following paragraph about what great friends he is with Alex is 
irrelevant. 

Linsey denied the existence of the Alex letter while sitting in Kathy's living 
room. Unfortunately, he left no notarized documentation of this verbal exchange. 

I have more reason to believe that Julie's description of the Francine letter is just 
as accurate as Linsey s, since she told me about it long before this whole silly thing 
became an issue. We have one undisputed claim that the letter was "strange" — yet 
the version that Linsey would have us believe to be the true one would hardly even 
be considered that. Since this whole exchange appears to be unprovable, why 
prolong the agony? Why keep on lying, Linsey? 
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Of course you plan to put off answering how the Byrnecons and Mary con were 
ruined. Linsey, because you're lying here, too. Persistent little devil, aren't you? 
Since I doubt you've felt guilty about any of your actions in Dipdom, that would 
hardly stop you now. Go ahead, lavish some imaginary, unprovable details on us. 
We all love it, you know, being taken for fools. 

When I asked where Cathy is spreading stories, I mean just that: Cathy You 
know, starts with "K". ends with "y". "ath" in the middle. I don't mean Board man I 
don't mean Lang ley 1 don't mean anybody else. Now that I have spelled this out so 
even you can understand it, where has Cathy been spreading stories about you. 
Linsey? And as a further point of interest, when were these stories spread? I know 
of The Ethical Bruce Linsey" but that would be, what, a year ago now? IVe not been 
blessed by any Byrne mass -mailings lately, as you seem so wont to do. I'd have to 
say, then, that you were the one spreading stories. 

As for the list of "Cathy s lies" so ably produced by our Dipdom watchdog service, 
let me note that that's one per year, on the average. Not quite up to the Linsey 
average of one per paragraph, true, but I'm sure she's trying. 

That was so much fun, I'll skip to his questions at the end of the intricate tissue 
of lies and half-truths for more of the same. 

(fully enumerated, for the less mentally agile among us) 

1 . this is irrelevant 

2. this is a lie 

3. how can you justify your insinuation that Bill Highfield is a mass murderer? 
That way. 

4. yes, see above 

5. fundamentally, yes. Certainly compared with individuals like yourself. 

6. probably not 

7. you mean other than the drunken rages letter, and your HOL editorial in VOD 
(for starters)? Why don't you prove to me that these are totally true. They aren't. 

Awww, only seven questions. I was having such a good time. too. Well, time to 
move on to Steve's reply to my letter. 

Steve, you say that I say "much worse" than the "Memphis Drunkard" about Gary 
Cough! an in my latest letter. Where? Let's see, you must mean when I said, "It's 
ancient history." Hmmm, yes, that's terrible all right. Gome on Steve, if you're going 
to make accusations like this, please back them up with reality. 

It's quite possible Tor Cathy to threaten Linsey with something he "wanted --if 
he's trying to bluff his way through the situation. I agree that Cathy threatened to 
show the letter around, but not without provocation. 

Hey, what I think about Linsey being a child molester or not is just that — what 
I think. I don't know about Canada, but the US is a free country where we can think 
what we want (more or less). If he and you want to make a big deal about what I 
think, you're wasting your time. All this talk of libel just shows me that you don't 
know what you're talking about. I'll accept your apology any time, Steve. 
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If you come up with something new. I'll happily continue this discussion. And I 
mean stuff other than the double dactyl where Linsey accuses me of wanting to be a 
child molester — he'd better fervently hope that I don't sue him for that! Whoever 
scoffed when I said that Linsey was his own worst enemy might pay attention next 
time, after that faux pas. 

Of course, it is impossible for me to apologize to Linsey regarding his being a 
child molestor without your drawing the conclusion that I am calling him a child 
mole nor in the first place, isnt it? Yes, he might be a child molestor. So might you. 
So might I. So what? So I guess I'll save us the trouble and drop the subject here. 

Yes, "vulgar, obscene filth" and "smutty hate letter" would appear to be 
hyperbole (or confusing the letter with its author and his usual work) when 
referring to the Fran cine letter. But don't now make the mistake of assuming that it 
is necessarily completely innocent. Consider it "unprovable" and leave it at that, if 
you value your objectivity, which you evidently don't. 

Steve, it really gladdened my heart to see that stopping checks is totally legal. 
Why, IVe stopped the checks for my car payment and rent, and am looking forward 
to more. It's so much easier on the budget like this. I think I'll run out to the store 
and buy a new stereo tomorrow — stopped checks seem to be the answer to all my 
problems.... What, are you gone simple?! Failure to make good on a legitimate check 
for any reason is "much looked -down -upon" by the authorities. And if the Highfield 
check wasn't written for a legitimate reason, with Highfield expecting to cash it, why 
write it at all? 

Since you acknowledge that Linsey has made illegal phone calls, what difference 
does it make who they were charged to or whether they were "in the hobby" or not? 
How much were they for? Over how long a time period were they made? I think 
you'll find that this wasn't a one-night binge, but a protracted effort to defraud the 
phone company. As such. I can understand anybody not trusting him for any reason. 
Who would trust a thief like Linsey with anything of value? Only a fool. 

The Deadbeat List" appeared in VOD -- Linsey can tell you what issue. The VOD 
player blacklist (for players who NMRed out of his games) would have been every 
bit as effective if he never made it public. A Dipdomite is branded dishonest in his 
business ("outside the hobby." I might add, for those that care about such things) 
because Linsey doesn't like him — all the proof is unprovable, trivial, and irrelevant 
to the matter anyway. Three examples of why he's the eager arbiter of what is Good 
and Bad. If that's not enough for you to start looking on your own, well. I'm just 
wasting my time because you're likely to keep saying "not enough." If you want 
more, look yourself. 

Lies? Well, I point them out as I come to them. Perhaps I'm being liberal here 
by including non sequiturs that be passes off as legitimate answers, or half-truths 
that he passes off as whole truths. Maybe I'm substituting the pithy "lies" for the 
more general "untruths" but not always. For instance, is the false quote mentioned 
at the beginning of this letter a lie," or what? For lack of a better word, that's what 
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rHIS 13 THE' UNIVERSAL STANDBY' FORM THAT SHOULD HAVE BEEN IN E,*4 
FUBLISHERS PLEASE REPRINT, 



YES! ! I WANT TO BE A UNIVERSAL STANDBY, 



NAME. 



ADDRESS 



I AN WILLING TO STANDBY IN GAMES. 



SIGNATURE 



RETURN COMPLETED FORM TO: BILL QUINN 

391 CQNROE DR. 
CGNROE, TX 773J1 
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